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Abstract
Self-compassion offers profound benefits to well-being and healthy psychological functioning. Surprisingly however, the rela-
tionship assumed between compassion for self and others has been questioned by recent research findings and is at best
inconsistently correlated. The aim of this study is to throw further light on this debate by testing whether the association between
self-compassion and compassion for others is moderated by authenticity amongst 530 participants who completed the
Authenticity Scale, the Self-Compassion Scale, and the Compassion Scale. The results show that authenticity has a moderation
effect on the association between self-compassion and the kindness, common humanity, mindfulness, and indifference subscales
of the Compassion Scale. These results offer some initial insight into understanding the association between compassion for self
and others and establish a case for researching the role of authenticity more thoroughly. The findings of this investigation call for
further empirical attention to socially constructive aspects of authenticity and the development of new authenticity measurements
that may better assess the interaction effect.
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Introduction
In today’s world in which there are racially motivated mur-
ders, violence on the streets between people of different polit-
ical views, and a culture of social media that promotes divisive
messages, we need to cultivate a world in which we havemore
compassion for each other. It might be expected that compas-
sion for others starts with compassion for ourselves, but is this
always the case? This is an important question for social psy-
chologists in their attempt to understand how we might devel-
op a more compassionate world. In this study we investigate
the association between self-compassion and other compas-
sion and whether their relationship may be moderated by
authenticity.
In recent years, self-compassion has been empirically in-
vestigated in a growing body of psychological studies (e.g.
Anjum et al. 2020; Phillips 2019; Tandler and Petersen
2020; Temel and Atalay 2018). According to Neff (2016),
self-compassion involves kindness towards oneself, with an
ability to regard one’s distressing experiences as both inevita-
ble and impermanent as well as something that connects rather
than isolates us from others, and an awareness of our thoughts,
feelings, and emotions. Given the inescapable nature of hu-
man suffering, it is thought that self-compassion can have a
transformative positive psychological effect. Much research
has now documented the nature and personal benefits of
self-compassion (e.g. Gerber et al. 2015; Kavaklı et al. 2020;
Neff et al. 2007; Steindl et al. 2018; Stephenson et al. 2018;
Stoeber et al. 2020; Terry and Leary 2011; Tou et al. 2015;
Wang et al. 2020; Zhang et al. 2019). While many benefits
have been reported for self-compassion, it has been assumed,
intuitively, that such a tendency would also be related to great-
er compassion for others. Indeed, the word compassion comes
from the Latin word compati, in which com means “together
with”, and patimeans “suffer with” (Burnell 2009). Research
has however questioned this assumption and recent literature
has offered contradictory findings about the association be-
tween self-compassion and compassion for others.
Some previous evidence suggests a positive association
between self-compassion and compassion for others. In the
first such study, Neff and Pommier (2013) investigated the
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relationship between self-compassion and other-focused con-
cern among three diverse groups: college students, communi-
ty adults, and practicing Buddhist meditators. It was found
that the strength of the relationship between self-compassion
and compassion for others changed according to participant
groups. The correlation between compassion for self and
others was significantly stronger for the meditators than for
the community adults or the college students. Why should the
strength of the relationship between self-compassion and
other-compassion be different according to the sample? Neff
and Pommier (2013) speculate that developmental processes
may play a role in the extent to which people are concerned
with the welfare of others, suggesting that these results could
reflect a process of emotional maturity. Another study by
Fulton (2018) collected data from adults who were students
on a Masters-level course in counselling also finding a mod-
erately strong correlation between compassion for self and
compassion for others.
On the other hand, three studies with adult general popula-
tion samples have reported no statistically significant associ-
ation between self-compassion and compassion toward
others. Gerber et al. (2015) investigated the relationship be-
tween self-compassion and healthy concern for others; they
did not find any relationship. Likewise, Lopez et al. (2018)
showed that compassion for others and self-compassion were
only weakly and not statistically significantly correlated.
Similar results were again obtained by Stoeber et al. (2020)
who also reported that the correlation between self-
compassion and compassion for others was weak and not
statistically significant. All three studies had sufficiently large
sample sizes to detect such statistical associations. As such,
these contradictory findings across several studies on the as-
sociation between self-compassion and compassion for others
are perplexing and the topic deserves further scrutiny.
One possible explanation for the difference in results across
these studies may be the different samples. The two studies
that have shown a positive association, Neff and
Pommier (2013) and Fulton (2018), consisted of a sample of
meditators and students studying for a counseling qualifica-
tion, respectively. One would expect that counseling students,
like meditators, are engaged in personal development work
that would lead to greater emotional maturity. As such, it
may be that Neff and Pommier’s (2013) suggestion that de-
velopmental processes reflecting emotional maturity are im-
portant in explaining the nature of the relationship between
self-compassion and compassion for others is correct.
Building on Neff and Pommier’s (2013) suggestion, we
hypothesize that authenticity may be a dispositional factor that
moderates the relationship between compassion for self and
others. Authenticity is understood as a high level of psycho-
logical maturity representing the culmination of a process of
personal development and emotional competence character-
ized by deep self-awareness, agency in the world and the
ability to be open and honest in relations with both oneself
and others (Joseph 2016). It would be expected that higher
levels of authenticity would be present in those engaging in
counseling training as in Fulton’s (2018) study or Neff and
Pommier’s (2013) practising Buddhist meditators.
Authenticity is a topic that has also attracted much new
empirical interest in recent years (e.g. Borawski 2019;
Koydemir et al. 2018; Ryan and Ryan 2019) and some re-
search has demonstrated the relationship between
authenticity and compassion for self and others. For
example, Zhang et al. (2019) conducted five studies within
different cultures showing that self-compassion is positively
associated with authenticity. It was proposed in this study that
when people feel self-compassionate, they are more inclined
to feel authentic. A previous study by Tou et al. (2015) also
shows evidence that authenticity and compassion for others
are associated, suggesting that authentic individuals may care
about the needs of others in cases of relational conflict. Thus,
while we know that authenticity may have an association with
compassion-related variables, the hypothesis that it moderates
the association between self-compassion and other compas-
sion remains to be tested. Therefore, the present research ex-
plores, for the first time, the speculative role that authenticity
may play in moderating the association between self-
compassion and other compassion.
Method
Participants and Procedure
The sample consisted of 530 Turkish-speaking participants. It
comprised 152 men (28.7%), 374 women (70.6%), and 4
identified as ‘others’ (0.8%), i.e., who prefer to identify them-
selves neither as female or as male. Age ranged from 18 to
76 years (M = 34, SD = 11.6). Table 1 provides complete de-
mographic characteristics of the sample.
All participants provided informed consent in accordance
with the University Ethics Committee, which provided per-
mission for the study to be conducted. The involvement was
wholly voluntary and anonymous. Data were collected using
an online questionnaire via Bristol Online Survey (now
‘Online Surveys’), reputed for high data protection standards.
Using the internet for data collection is regarded as a validated
and ethical method of acquiring anonymous survey data when
necessary safeguards are adhered to (Nayak and Narayan
2019). With the aim of eliminating missing data problems that
result in miscalculations, this study enabled a ‘forced
responding’ option whereby participants cannot access further
questions until answering the current one. Therefore, the com-
pletion rate was 100%.
This study used a snowball approach to sampling to recruit
participants, comprising friends and acquaintances. With the
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aim of publicizing the study to a wider range of respondents,
participants were asked to share the website link for the online
survey with their family and friends. As a snowball sample,
however, we cannot be sure of how many people came into
contact with the link and had the opportunity to complete the
survey but declined. After completion of a series of demo-
graphic questions, participants completed a battery of three
self-report measures, described forthwith.
Measures
Authenticity Scale (AS; Wood et al. 2008)
This 12-item self-report measure has three 4-item subscales to
evaluate: Authentic living (e.g., “I am true to myself in most
situations”), self-alienation (e.g., “I feel as if I don’t know
myself very well”), and accepting external influence (e.g., “I
always feel I need to do what others expect me to do”). All
items are answered on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (= does
not describe me at all) to 7 (= describes me very well).
Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficients were found to range
from .69 to .78 (Wood et al. 2008) and for the Turkish version
that we used the values were .62 for authentic living, .79 for
self-alienation, and .67 for accepting external influence (İlhan
and Özdemir 2013). The total score for the AS involves re-
verse scoring eight negatively worded items and then calcu-
lating the mean for 12 items such that higher scores indicate
greater authenticity.
Self-Compassion Scale (SCS; Neff 2003)
The SCS is a 26-item self-report measure of compassionate
behavior towards oneself. There are six subscales: (1) Self-
kindness (e.g., “I try to be understanding and patient towards
those aspects of my personality I don’t like.”), (2) self-
judgment (e.g., “I can be a bit cold-hearted towards myself
when I’m experiencing suffering.”), (3) common humanity
(e.g., “When I feel inadequate in some way, I try to remind
myself that feelings of inadequacy are shared by most peo-
ple.”), (4) isolation (e.g., “When I fail at something that’s
important to me, I tend to feel alone in my failure.”), (5)
mindfulness (e.g., “When I’m feeling down I try to approach
my feelings with curiosity and openness.”) and (6) over-
identification (e.g., “When something painful happens I tend
to blow the incident out of proportion.”). The SCS can also be
scored to yield a total score for the 26 items, each of which is
rated by respondents on a scale from 1 (= almost never) to 5
(= almost always). Each of the subscales was found to have
adequate internal consistency reliability; Cronbach’s alpha =
.78 for self-kindness, .77 for self-judgement, .80 for common
humanity, .79 for isolation, .75 for mindfulness, and .81 for
over-identification. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the
total scale was .89 (Deniz et al. 2008). The total score for the
SCS involves calculating the mean for all 26 items such that
higher scores indicate greater self-compassion.
Compassion Scale (CS; Pommier 2011)
The CS consists of six 4-item subscales of kindness (e.g., “If I
see someone going through a difficult time, I try to be caring
toward that person.”), indifference (e.g., “Sometimes when
people talk about their problems, I feel like I don’t care.”),
common humanity (e.g., “It’s important to recognize that all
people have weaknesses and no one’s perfect.”), separation
(e.g., “I can’t really connect with other people when they’re
suffering.”), mindfulness (e.g., “When people tell me about
their problems, I try to keep a balanced perspective on the
situation”), and disengagement (e.g., “I try to avoid people
who are experiencing a lot of pain.”). All items are rated on
a 5-point frequency scale ranging from 1 (= almost never) to 5
(= almost always). This scale has satisfactory internal consis-
tency for each item; Cronbach’s alpha = .77 for kindness, .68
Table 1 Participant’s demographic characteristics
Mean age (SD) 34.58(11.63)
Gender (%)
Male 29.4
Female 70.6
Education (%)
Literate 0.2
Primary school graduate 0.2
Secondary school graduate 0.8
High school graduate 15.5
Bachelor 50.4
Post-graduate 27.7
Doctorate 3.8
Post-doctorate 1.3
Homeschool 0.2
Marital Status (%)
Single 35.5
In a relationship 14.7
Married 41.9
Divorced 6.6
Widowed 1.3
Occupation (%)
Full-time 48.3
Part-time 4
Freelance 14.2
Student 17.5
Retired 6.2
Homemaker 3.2
Unemployed 6.6
(N = 530)
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for indifference, .70 for common humanity, .64 for separation,
.67 for mindfulness, and .57 for disengagement. For the
Turkish version: Cronbach’s alpha = .66 for kindness, .60 for
indifference, .60 for common humanity, .68 for separation, .68
for mindfulness, and .71 for disengagement (Akdeniz and
Akdeniz and Deniz 2016). The total score for the CS involves
calculating the mean for all 24 items such that higher scores
indicate greater compassion for others.
Each of the three scales employed are widely used in the
empirical literature on these topics, have been shown to be
psychometrically sound and theoretically valid, and as noted
previously have been adapted and validated for use by Turkish
Language speakers.
Statistical Analysis
This cross-sectional survey-based study examined the
moderating effect of authenticity on the relationship be-
tween self-compassion and compassion for others. Data
analysis was carried out via SPSS, 24.0. Several t-test
Table 3 Means (SD) of authen-
ticity, self-compassion and com-
passion for others for different
demographic groups
Authenticity (range
12–84)
Self-compassion (range
26–130)
Compassion for others (range
24–120)
Age .22** .25** .15**
Young 60.36 (5.03) 73.10 (3.04) 96.79 (4.03)
Adult 63.61 (5.30) 79.16 (3.29) 98.87 (4.11)
Gender
Female 63.40 (5.28) 77.97 (3.24) 100.54 (4.18)
Male 62.13 (5.17) 78.66 (3.27) 93.42 (3.89)
Marital Status
Married/In a
Relationship
64.45 (5.37) 79.02 (3.29) 99.91 (4.16)
Single 61.13 (5.09) 76.74 (3.19) 96.63 (4.02)
Education
Low 65.28 (5.44) 76.57 (3.19) 100.57 (4.19)
Middle 60.50 (5.04) 75.73 (3.15) 96.85 (4.03)
High 63.43 (5.28) 78.48 (3.27) 98.75 (4.11)
Occupation
Employed 63.46 (5.28) 79.03 (3.29) 98.46 (4.10)
Unemployed 62.09 (5.17) 76.05 (3.16) 98.54 (4.10)
(N = 530)
Table 4 Hierarchical regression
analysis of the moderating role of
authenticity onto CS
Block Unstandardized
coefficients
Standardized
coefficients
95% CI for β R2Δ Change
B SE β t Sig. Lower Upper
1 (Constant:CS) 3.56 .09 36.34 .00 3.36 3.75
SCS .16 .02 .24 5.67 .00 .10 .22 .05
2 (Constant:CS) 3.05 .13 22.85 .00 2.79 3.32
SCS .06 .03 .09 1.96 .05 .00 .13
AS .15 .02 .26 5.36 .00 .10 .21 .04
3 (Constant:CS) 3.93 .53 7.40 .00 2.89 4.97
SCS −.22 .17 −.32 −1.28 .19 −.56 .11
AS −.01 .10 −.02 −.11 .90 −.21 .19
SCS x AS .05 .03 .62 1.70 .08 −.00 .11 .00
AS Authenticity Scale, SCS Self compassion Scale, CS Compassion Scale, SE standard error
CI Confidence interval. a p < .05, b p < .01
(N = 530)
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and ANOVAs were run to investigate whether authentic-
ity, self-compassion and compassion for others scores dif-
fer based on demographic variables (i.e. age, gender, mar-
ital status, educational status, occupation). To do so, the
variable of age was dichotomized into young (18–24) and
adult (25+) according to age categorization of World
Health Organization (2020); the variable of marital status
was classified into “married/in a relationship” and “sin-
gle”; the variable of educational status was categorized
into “low”, “middle”, “high”; the variable of occupation
was divided into “employed” and “unemployed”.
A-priori sample size calculator for hierarchical multiple
regression (Soper 2020) was used. In this regard anticipated
effect size was entered as 0.20, considered to be small using
Cohen's (1988) criteria, desired statistical power level was
entered as 0.99. The proposed sample size was 124. Thus,
our sample size of 530 was more than adequate for the main
objective of this study. Preliminary analyses demonstrated the
association to be linear with both variables normally distrib-
uted, as assessed by Shapiro-Wilk’s test (p > .05), and there
were no outliers. Based on our research question, hierarchical
multiple regression was used to test the hypothesized moder-
ating effect of authenticity upon the association between Self-
Compassion Scale and Compassion Scale. The figures of
moderation analysis were generated using SPSS macro
PROCESS (Hayes 2013).
Fig. 1 Self-Compassion x
Authenticity Interaction on
Compassion for Others
Table 5 Hierarchical regression
analysis of the moderating role of
authenticity onto kindness
subscale of CS
Block Unstandardized
coefficients
Standardized
coefficients
95% CI for β R2Δ Change
B SE β t Sig. Lower Upper
1 (Constant:Kindness) 3.80 .12 30.85 .00 3.56 4.04
SCS .11 .03 .13 3.21 .00 .04 .19 .01
2 (Constant:Kindness) 3.34 .17 19.60 .00 3.00 3.67
SCS .02 .04 .03 .63 .52 −.05 .11
AS .14 .03 .19 3.86 .00 .07 .21 .02
3 (Constant:Kindness) 5.05 .67 7.49 .00 3.72 6.37
SCS −.53 .22 −.62 −2.44 .01 −.96 −.10
AS −.18 .13 −.25 −1.41 .15 −.44 .07
SCS × AS .10 .04 .98 2.61 .00 .02 .18 .01
AS Authenticity Scale, SCS Self compassion Scale, SE standard error
CI Confidence interval. a p < .05, b p < .01
(N = 530)
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Results
First the means, standard deviations, and internal consistency
reliability across all scales and the correlations between scores
on the AS, SCS, and CS for others are presented, followed by
their differences between demographic groups, and finally,
the regression analyses testing the moderating effect of au-
thenticity upon the six subscales of the CS.
The overview of the means, standard deviations, and inter-
nal consistency reliability for all scales are provided (see
Table 2). As the results indicate, internal consistency reliabil-
ities were high. A Pearson’s product-moment correlation was
run to assess the association between authenticity, self-
compassion and compassion for others. All three subscales
of the AS were correlated with all six subscales of the SCS
in the expected directions. With only one exception, namely
the non-significant correlation between ‘kindness’ and
‘accepting external influence’, all three subscales of the AS
correlated with all six subscales of CS in expected directions
providing support that greater authenticity is associated with
greater kindness, less indifference, greater common humanity,
less separation, greater mindfulness and less disengagement.
As such, for the subsequent analyses we thought it appropriate
to use only the total scores. There was a statistically significant
strong association between the AS and the SCS, r (530) = .54,
p < .0005. Also, the AS was found to have a significant and
Table 6 Hierarchical regression
analysis of the moderating role of
authenticity onto mindfulness
subscale of CS
Block Unstandardized
coefficients
Standardized
coefficients
95% CI for β R2Δ Change
B SE β t Sig. Lower Upper
1 (Constant:Mindfulness) 3.50 .10 34.63 .00 3.30 3.69
SCS .20 .03 .28 6.76 .00 .14 .26 .08
2 (Constant:Mindfulness) 3.11 .14 22.27 .00 2.83 3.38
SCS .12 .03 .17 3.58 .00 .05 .19
AS .12 .03 .19 3.98 .00 .06 .18 .02
3 (Constant:Mindfulness) 4.94 .55 8.99 .00 3.86 6.02
SCS −.47 .17 −.65 −2.67 .00 −.83 −.12
AS −.23 .10 −.37 −2.17 .03 −.44 −.02
SCS ×AS .11 .03 1.24 3.45 .00 .04 .18 .02
AS Authenticity Scale, SCS Self compassion Scale, SE standard error
CI Confidence interval. a p < .05, b p < .01
(N = 530)
Table 7 Hierarchical regression
analysis of the moderating role of
authenticity onto indifference
subscale of CS
Block Unstandardized
coefficients
Standardized
coefficients
95% CI for β R2Δ Change
B SE β t Sig. Lower Upper
1 (Constant:Indifference) 2.48 .13 17.95 .00 2.21 2.75
SCS −.15 .04 −.16 −3.77 .00 −.23 −.07 .02
2 (Constant:Indifference) 3.06 .19 16.06 .00 2.68 3.43
SCS −.04 .04 −.04 −.86 .39 −.13 .05
AS −.18 .04 −.21 −4.33 .00 −.26 −.09 .03
3 (Constant:Indifference) 1.63 .75 2.15 .03 .14 3.11
SCS .43 .24 .44 1.74 .08 −.05 .91
AS .09 .14 .11 .64 .51 −.19 .38
SCS × AS −.08 .04 −.73 −1.95 .05 −.17 .00 .00
AS Authenticity Scale, SCS Self compassion Scale, SE standard error
CI Confidence interval. a p < .05, b p < .01
(N = 530)
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moderate association with the CS, r (530) = .31, p < .0005.
The SCS had a significant, yet weak positive association with
the CS, r (530) = .24, p < .0005.
Table 3 shows the mean scores for the different demo-
graphic groups. Results revealed that adults had higher scores
than young people on the AS (t (528) = −2.864, p = .004) and
the SCS (t (528) = −3.116, p = .002). It was also found that
female participants showed higher scores on the CS (t (524) =
−6.243 p = .000), but lower scores on the SCS (t (407) =
4.788, p = .029) compared to male participants. In terms of
marital status, participants who are married or in a relationship
had higher scores on the AS (t (528) =3.768, p = .000) and the
CS (t (528) = 3.081, p = .002) compared to single participants
(see Table 3).
Testing of Moderation Effect
Hierarchical multiple regression was used to test the moderat-
ing effect of authenticity. Self-compassion was entered at Step
1, explaining 5.7% of the variance in compassion for others.
As shown in Table 4, the coefficient of determination ΔR2 is
.05 and The Beta value (β = .24) of SCS was found to be
positive and statistically significant on authenticity. Thus,
Table 8 Hierarchical regression
analysis of the moderating role of
authenticity onto common
humanity subscale of CS
Block Unstandardized
coefficients
Standardized
coefficients
95% CI for β R2Δ
Change
B SE β t Sig. Lower Upper
1 (Constant:Common
Humanity)
3.19 .13 24.12 .00 2.93 3.45
SCS .27 .04 .29 6.95 .00 .19 .35 .08
2 (Constant:Common
Humanity)
2.81 .18 15.27 .00 2.45 3.17
SCS .20 .04 .21 4.27 .00 .10 .29
AS .11 .04 .14 2.94 .00 .04 .19 .01
3 (Constant:Common
Humanity)
1.14 .72 1.56 .11 −.29 2.57
SCS .75 .23 .79 3.16 .00 .28 1.22
AS .44 .14 .54 3.11 .00 .16 .72
SCS × AS −.10 .04 −.86 −2.37 .01 −.19 −.01 .01
AS Authenticity Scale, SCS Self compassion Scale, SE standard error
CI Confidence interval. a p < .05, b p < .01
(N = 530)
Table 9 Hierarchical regression
analysis of the moderating role of
authenticity onto separation
subscale of CS
Block Unstandardized
coefficients
Standardized
coefficients
95% CI for β R2Δ Change
B SE β t Sig. Lower Upper
1 (Constant:Separation) 2.40 .13 17.44 .00 2.13 2.67
SCS −.15 .04 −.15 −3.62 .00 −.23 −.06 .02
2 (Constant:Separation) 2.91 .19 15.24 .00 2.53 3.28
SCS −.05 .04 −.05 −1.02 .30 −.14 .04
AS −.15 .04 −.19 −3.76 .00 −.24 −.07 .02
3 (Constant:Separation) 1.95 .75 2.57 .01 .46 3.44
SCS .26 .24 .27 1.07 .28 −.22 .75
AS .02 .14 .03 .17 .85 −.26 .31
SCS × AS −.06 .04 −.48 −1.29 .19 −.15 .03 .00
AS Authenticity Scale, SCS Self compassion Scale, SE standard error
CI Confidence interval. a p < .05, b p < .01
(N = 530)
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self-compassionate people are more inclined to act compas-
sionately to others. After the entry of Authenticity Scale at the
second step, the total variance explained by the model as a
whole was 10.6%, F(2, 527) = 31.33, p < .001. The
Authenticity Scale explained an additional 4.90% of the var-
iance in compassion for others controlling for self-compas-
sion, F(1, 527) = 28.80, p < .001. The coefficient of determi-
nation ΔR2 increased from .05 to .10, indicating that authen-
ticity has explanatory power on the relationship between self-
compassion and compassion for others. In the third step, the
interaction term between self-compassion and authenticity
was entered. The first requirement which must be fulfilled in
the case of moderation is that the interaction term must show
statistical significance (Morana 2003). The Beta value
(β = .62, p = .08) of the interaction term between self-
compassion and authenticity showed a trend towards statisti-
cal significance; such that at higher levels of self-compassion,
the level of authenticity seems to make a difference. Even
though the statistical significance of interaction term does
not meet the arbitrary cut-off level of 0.05 (Grunkemeier
et al. 2009), it is not ‘nil’ either because of the fact that the
null hypothesis can be true by 8% chance (Pitak-Arnnop et al.
2010). Figure 1 shows the plot of the trend towards interac-
tion, created by performing PROCESS macro (Hayes 2013).
The final model explained 11% of the total variance, F(3,
526) = 21.93, p < .001.
While these results did not provide support for our hypoth-
esis of an interaction between scores on the Authenticity Scale
Fig. 2 Self-Compassion x
Authenticity Interaction on
Kindness
Table 10 Hierarchical regression
analysis of the moderating role of
authenticity onto disengagement
Block Unstandardized
coefficients
Standardized
coefficients
95% CI for β R2Δ
Change
B SE β t Sig. Lower Upper
1 (Constant:Disengagement) 2.23 .13 16.24 .00 1.96 2.50
SCS −.09 .04 −.09 −2.25 .02 −.17 −.01 .01
2 (Constant:Disengagement) 2.94 .18 15.63 .00 2.57 3.31
SCS .04 .04 .04 .96 .33 −.04 .14
AS −.22 .04 −.26 −5.34 .00 −.30 −.14 .05
3 (Constant:Disengagement) 1.93 .74 2.58 .01 .46 3.40
SCS .37 .24 .39 1.55 .12 −.10 .85
AS −.02 .14 −.03 −.17 .85 −.31 .26
SCS × AS −.06 .04 −.52 −1.39 .16 −.15 .02 .00
AS Authenticity Scale, SCS Self compassion Scale, SE standard error
CI Confidence interval. a p < .05, b p < .01
(N = 530)
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and the Self-Compassion Scale, because of the strong trend
towards statistical association it seemed likely to us that if we
were to repeat the analysis for each of the CS subscales we
would likely observe statistically significant differences for
some subscales. As such, we therefore proceeded to also test
for interaction between the Authenticity Scale and the Self-
Compassion Scale for each of the six subscales of the
Compassion Scale (see Tables 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10). In each
analysis, Self-Compassion was entered at Step 1, Authenticity
at step two, and in the third step, the interaction term between
self-compassion and authenticity.
For each of the kindness, common humanity, mindful-
ness, and indifference subscales, the interaction term en-
tered in the third step was found to be statistically
significant. It was found that at higher levels of self-com-
passion, that the level of authenticity made the difference,
with high authentic individuals showing greater kindness,
mindfulness and less indifference (see Figs. 2, 3 and 4).
While these results were consistent with our hypotheses,
two observations seemed noteworthy because they were
contrary to our expectations. First, was the slight trend in
Fig. 2 towards less kindness in those high in self-
compassion but low in authenticity. Second, for common
humanity, there was also an interaction found but it was at
lower levels of self-compassion, that the level of authen-
ticity made the difference (see Fig. 5). No statistically
significant interactions were found for the subscales of
separation or disengagement (See Figs. 6 and 7).
Fig. 3 Self-Compassion x
Authenticity Interaction on
Mindfulness
Fig. 4 Self-Compassion x
Authenticity Interaction on
Indifference
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Discussion
It might be expected that those with more self-compassion are
more compassionate for others. However, previous research
has not always found this to be the case. In order to address
this intriguing issue, we hypothesized the possibility of rela-
tionship between self-compassion and compassion for others
that is moderated by authenticity. It was revealed that authen-
ticity was a significant moderator of the relationship between
self-compassion and kindness, common humanity, mindful-
ness, and indifference, respectively.
While many researchers have found personal benefits for
self-compassion, it has also been criticized as self-indulgence,
self-absorption or self-orientation (Bayır and Lomas 2016;
Neff 2003). Certainly, the lack of evidence for its association
with compassion for others would seem to lend some support
to these criticisms, as would our observation that without au-
thenticity it may even be related to less kindness. However, in
the context of authenticity, the cultivation of self-compassion
would seem to have benefits for how people approach others
more compassionately. While it must also be noted that the
interaction effects are not strong, the finding that authenticity
moderates the association between self-compassion and other-
compassion related variables is important in offering an ex-
planation for the previously discrepant findings and opens up
new avenues for research.
Further studies regarding the socially constructive role of
authenticity would be worthwhile. Previous empirical studies
Fig. 5 Self-Compassion x
Authenticity Interaction on
Common Humanity
Fig. 6 Self-Compassion x
Authenticity Interaction on
Separation
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have also reported on the intrapersonal and interpersonal ben-
efits of authenticity (e.g. Didonato and Krueger 2010; Lynch
and Sheldon 2017). Humanistic psychologists such as Rogers
(1959, 1961) have long understood authenticity as a within
person factor that reveals the socially constructive aspects of
human nature. That is, the more authentic a person is, the more
a person will exhibit what Rogers believed were the essential
positive psychological characteristics of human beings, as op-
posed to the distorted and destructive tendencies often exhib-
ited by people but understood to arise from inauthenticity
(Joseph 2015). However, authenticity is difficult to assess
using self-report methods, with questions about their validity.
Completion of the Authenticity Scale requires a degree of self-
awareness and may be influenced by social desirability to
answer in particular ways. Hence, other tools may yet need
to be developed that can more effectively test the interaction
hypothesis.
Also, the current study found that females are more com-
passionate to others than men. In accordance with our results,
previous studies have demonstrated the same gender differ-
ence with respect to compassion for others (Lopez et al. 2018;
Neff and Pommier 2013; Stellar et al. 2012). On the other
hand, self-compassion was found lower for female
participants and this results corroborates the findings of
Yarnell et al. (2015) whose meta-analysis reported lower
self-compassion scores for women. Consistent with the liter-
ature (Lopez et al. 2018; Stellar et al. 2012), this research
found that low-educated participants have higher scores of
compassion for others. However, this study showed that the
self-compassion levels of low-educated individuals is higher
than middle-educated and high-educated participants. This
outcome is contrary to that of Lopez et al. (2018) who found
that self-compassion is lower in lower-educated individuals.
This research is the first study to empirically investi-
gate the relationship between authenticity, self-
compassion and compassion for others. However, there
are three limitations to disclaim. First, the study was lim-
ited to Turkish-speaking participants. While it seems un-
likely that our results are culture specific, it would be
informative to replicate elsewhere. Second, the data were
collected by self-report questionnaires, which as afore-
mentioned may be affected by socially desirable
responding. Apart from Neff and Pommier (2013) who
controlled for social desirability, none of the subsequent
studies have done this. Future studies should replicate the
current findings with this factor controlled for. It would
also be beneficial to assess compassion towards others
using more objective behavioral indices where possible.
Third, there is a need for longitudinal data to help estab-
lish the causal nature of the relationships between these
variables beyond what is possible with cross-sectional da-
ta. We are assuming that there is a relationship in which
self-compassion leads to other compassion but it may be
that it is through learning to be more compassionate to-
wards others that one learns to be more compassionate to
oneself, or there is no causal relationship between self-
compassion and other compassion and both are a function
of the development of authenticity. In conclusion, our
results seem to provide an answer to what has become a
perplexing question in the literature about compassion
concerning the inconsistency between studies testing for
association between self-compassion and compassion for
others.
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Fig. 7 Self-Compassion x
Authenticity Interaction on
Disengagement
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